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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Eddie Young, Jr. appeals his jury conviction and resulting 110-
month sentence for possession with intent to distribute cocaine in vio-
lation of 21 U.S.C.A. § 841(a)(1) (West 1999). We affirm the convic-
tion and sentence.

Young argues the district court erred in allowing the Government
to introduce evidence under Fed. R. Evid. 404(b) because it was not
disclosed to the defense within the time provided by the local rules
and was improperly offered to establish Young's propensity toward
crime. Review of a district court's admission of evidence under Rule
404(b) is for abuse of discretion. See United States v. Queen, 132 F.3d
991, 995 (4th Cir. 1997). A district court will not be found to have
abused its discretion unless its decision to admit evidence under Rule
404(b) was arbitrary or irrational. See United States v. Haney, 914
F.2d 602, 607 (4th Cir. 1990). We have reviewed the record and con-
clude that the court did not abuse its discretion in admitting the evi-
dence.

Young further argues that the court gave an erroneous jury instruc-
tion and erred in failing to allow the jury to consider the lesser-
included offence of simple possession. We find the court did not
abuse its discretion in instructing the jury. See United States v. Abbas,
74 F.3d 506, 513 (4th Cir. 1996). We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED
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